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ABSTRACT 
This paper compares perceptions of integrated marketing communication (IMC) to 
establish whether consumers perceive integration in the same way as the literature. It  
begins by reviewing the literature to identify shared assumptions about integration 
and factors thought to contribute to the integration of marketing communication and, 
in an experiment, compares these with the perceptions of consumers. Many of the 
shared assumptions in the literature have been supported by the findings of this study. 
Integration has been demonstrated to be both a strategy and a tactic. The strategic side 
is part of a management process and is unable to be observed by consumers from the 
marketing communication output. Consumers can, however, identify the tactics and 
are able to recall a number of integration factors such as logo, corporate colours and 
image.  Consumers in the total message integration groups perceived the messages 




INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
 
Integration, from the Latin “integritas”, means “honesty, completeness, soundness” 
(Duncan 2002, p.31). It also describes what many hope the new discipline of 
integrated marketing communication (IMC) will deliver – accountability, wholeness 
and theoretical soundness. Yet our understanding of the construct of integration and 
its defining role in the new discipline is still “Latin” to many academics and 
practitioners alike. 
 
This paper seeks understanding of the construct of integration in two ways. Firstly, it 
reviews the literature to identify shared assumptions about integration and factors 
thought to contribute to the integration of marketing communication. Secondly, it 
compares these factors with the perceptions of consumers, that is, do consumers 
perceive integration in the same way as the literature? 
 
In an experiment, the factors of integration identified in the literature are embodied in 
test marketing communication pieces at three different levels of integration – no 
integration, partial integration and total integration. The goal of the paper is to test 
whether consumers who are exposed to integrated marketing communication, actually 
perceive that it is integrated, according to the factors identified in the literature. 
 
In comparing perceptions of integration, this paper makes many important 
contributions to advancing thinking on IMC. Firstly, this research is important as 
integration is listed amongst the key constructs of IMC (Wells, Burnett and Moriarty, 
2003; Shimp, 2003; Belch and Belch, 2003). Without some level or form of 
integration, there is no IMC. But without the clarification of research such as this, we 
have little empirical knowledge or understanding of integration as a construct. 
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Cornelissen and Lock (2000, p.9) warn, “Unless we arrive at a widespread belief in 
constructs (e.g., consistency in messages or organisational alignment of marketing 
strategies and tactics) or a technique of measurement as evidence of existence, then 
the theoretical concept of IMC remains on shaky ground.”  
 
Secondly, this paper questions many of the commonly held assumptions of IMC that 
dominate the discussion and research of the new discipline. Beliefs such as integration 
as strategic coordination or as a continuum that takes marketing communication from 
dysfunction to synergy are prolific, but untested. And finally, while most research on 
integration and IMC has taken an organisational view, this paper makes a unique 
contribution by examining integration through the eyes of the consumer. Our 
comparison of perceptions of integration begins with the literature review. 
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW: WHAT IS SAID ABOUT INTEGRATION 
 
There is little formal definition of the concept of integration. Its Latin roots tell us it 
means “honesty, completeness, soundness” (Duncan, 2002, p.31). Other dictionary 
definitions (Macquarie 1986, p.645) suggest integration is “to bring together (parts) 
into a whole or to combine systems, previously segregated, into one unified system”. 
 This “bringing together” is often reflected in the literature as a task of coordination. 
One of the most widely used definitions of IMC highlights this coordination function, 
stating that IMC “… integrates a variety of strategic disciplines, e.g., general 
advertising, direct response, sales promotion and public relations – and combines 
these disciplines to provide clarity, consistency and maximum communications 
impact.” (AAAA, 1989). 
 
Integration as coordination is evident in many of the definitions of IMC. Schultz 
(1991) described IMC as, “The process of managing all sources of information about 
a product/service to which a customer or prospect is exposed, which behaviourally 
moves the customers toward a sale and maintains customer loyalty.” It is also 
described as, “The strategic coordination of all messages and media used by an 
organization to collectively influence its perceived brand value” (Keegan, Moriarty 
and Duncan, 1992). 
 
Hutton (1996, p. 156) supports this view observing that, “In practice, the lack of 
integration is generally a function of poor communication or lack of cooperation, 
rather than any philosophical disagreement about whether marketing communications 
should or should not be integrated.”  Schultz (1996) also considers the debate of 
whether or not to integrate irrelevant - but for different reasons. He believes that 
integration occurs regardless of whether a marketer plans it or not. It is a naturally-
occurring consumer process.  
 
Other writers (Duncan and Everett, 1993; Low, 2000) in the area of IMC look to the 
role of a manager to coordinate the marketing communication as evidence of 
integration. This may be seen as concrete evidence of organisational commitment to 
IMC. It may also suggest the presence of a consistent strategic approach across all the 
marketing communication. As Duncan and Everett (1993) contend, it is the practice of 
strategic integration that makes IMC a new concept. These different perceptions of 
integration are expressed in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Interpretation of Integration in the Literature 
 
Interpretation of Integration in literature Writers 
Combining marketing communication disciplines AAAA 1989 
Management process Schultz 1991 
Strategic coordination Keegan, Moriarty and Duncan 1992 
One manager coordinates all marketing 
communication 
Duncan and Everett 1993, Pickton and Hartley 
1998, Low 2000 
Strategic control or influence Duncan and Moriarty 1994, Duncan 2002 
Integration occurs at consumer level Schultz 1996 
Source: Developed for this research 
 
To synthesize the views expressed in the above table, integration may be described as 
a management process that strategically controls or influences all messages. It has 
evolved from a functional role to a strategic tool for managers, but is a naturally-
occurring phenomenon in consumers. To further clarify the concept of integration, the 
literature identifies different types and different levels of integration. The types of 
integration are summarised in Table 2. 
 
 
Table 2: Types of Integration 
  
Writer Explanation 
Moriarty 1996 Integration occurs on three levels - at the strategy and planning 
level, through conceptually linked executions and by coordinating 
traditional and non-traditional communication channels.  
Petrison and Wang 1996 Two kinds of integration – executional integration and planning 
integration 
Duncan and Caywood 
1996 
Seven stages of integration – awareness, image integration, 
functional integration, coordinated integration, consumer-based 
integration, stakeholder-based integration and relationship 
management integration 
Hartley and Pickton 1999 Dimensions of IMC – promotion mix integration, promotional mix 
with marketing mix integration, creative integration, intra-
organisation integration, 
Inter-organisation integration with and between all external 
organisations involved in marcom, information and database 
systems, integration of communications targeted towards internal 
and external audiences – variety of audiences, publics and 
stakeholders, integration of corporate and unitised (product, brand, 
trade) communication, geographical integration 
Low 2000 Integration is a continuum, which can be measured by the extent to 
which communication tools are planned by the same manager, their 
strategic consistency and commonality of the message 
Duncan 2002 IMC planners focus attention on two types of consistency – “one 
voice, one look” and strategic consistency. 
Source: Developed for this research 
 
In examining the concepts presented in the table above, it is important to note that 
integration is conceptualized as being of two types – message or executional 
integration and strategic or planning integration. Message integration (the tactics) is 
the verbal and visual consistency achieved by integrating factors such as corporate 
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imagery, personality, tone, themes, graphics and messages across all marketing 
communication activities.  
 
Strategic or planning execution brings together all parts of the communication mix to 
maximize efficiency and effectiveness, to achieve marketing strategy and contribute 
to the corporate mission. It also provides a direction to keep all marketing 
communication on target. Strategic integration is considered to be what makes IMC a 
new concept (Duncan and Everett 1996). Instead of just looking the same and 
delivering the same message, strategic integration is underpinned by a common 
mission or strategy; shared objectives, budget and outcomes; multiple communication 
disciplines and contact points and strong leadership directing cross-functional teams. 
These are all important factors of strategic integration.  
Integration is also conceptualized as a continuum, stretching from strong 
dysfunctionalism at one end to total integration and synergy at the other. Pickton and 
Hartley (1998) argue that the full extent of the integration process is neither 
articulated nor understood. “The fact that integration of marketing communication 
does take place is unquestionable, but the degree of integration is often minimal. The 
need to strive for greater integration is considered inevitable by many, although the 
means by which such integration may be achieved is uncertain.” (Hartley and Pickton, 
1999, p.97). 
 
The authors offered a process-based framework, or Quality of Integration Profile, 
which plots organisational performance relative to a continuum of integration, from 
strong dysfunctionalism to a neutral point of neither segmented nor integrated to a 
position of very strong integration. This is measured against the level of integration to 
present a profile of the quality of integration of marketing communications across the 
organization.  
 
Another study by Low (2000) identified factors that contribute to the degree of 
integration of an organization’s marketing communication program. Low also 
conceptualised IMC as a continuum and developed a three-item Likert scale to 
measure the degree of IMC integration in terms of the following factors:  
1. the extent to which communication tools are planned by the same manager 
2. the strategic consistency of communication efforts (strategy) 
3. the commonality of the communications message (tactics). 
 
 
In summary, a number of shared perceptions of integration are evident throughout the 
literature.  
1. Integration is a management process that can be both a functional task of 
coordination and a strategic tool. 
2. Consumers naturally integrate messages, regardless of whether they are 
integrated by marketers or not. 
3. Integration is a continuum, stretching from dysfunction to synergy. 
4. Integration is of two types – strategic integration and message integration. 
5. Integration can be both a strategy and/or a tactic. 
 
In addition to these perceptions, integration is thought to be comprised of a number of 
factors. The seven factors which identify message integration are logo, corporate 
colours, same theme line, consistent message, common image, common tone and 
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same personality. Strategic integration is thought to be represented by the nine factors 
of coordinated strategy, common objectives, multiple communication disciplines, 
contributes to corporate mission, multiple audiences, shared budget, measures and 





The literature provides us with some perceptions of what integration is and the factors 
that contribute to it. But how appropriate are these commonly held, but untested 
assumptions? Do consumers see integration in the same way? If the factors 
represented in the literature are accurate descriptors of integration, then consumers 
receiving communication that is totally integrated should be able to identify factors of 
integration more easily than those whose communication is only partially integrated 
or not integrated at all. As Pickton and Hartley (1998, p.458) suggest, “The greater the 
degree of integration achieved, the greater the synergy and the greater the positive 
results.” 
 
Therefore, this research asks the question: 
Do stakeholders in the total integration group perceive the marketing communication 
as being more integrated than those in the partial integration and no integration 
groups? 
 
In order to find an answer, a 3x3 factorial design experiment was developed to test the 
causal relationship between the level of integration and the perception of the 
marketing communication as integrated, through the identification of factors of 
integration suggested by the literature. The independent variables were the nine 
factors of integration identified in the literature. These were tested at three levels of 
variation (no integration, partial integration and total integration), representing points 
on a continuum as also suggested by the literature. 
 
The different factors and levels of integration under examination were developed 
from the literature, operationalized by the research design and verified by a panel of 
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Independent Variable 1 = Message integration 
 
Abstract Construct 
Message integration, also known as executional integration, image integration and creative integration, 
is one of the first kinds of integration practiced by organizations. It focuses on the look and feel of 




Message integration refers to the verbal and visual consistency achieved by integrating corporate 
imagery, concepts, themes, graphics and messages across all marketing communication activities. It 
can convey different benefits to different audiences, while presenting a consistent corporate message.  
⇓ 
Operational Indicators 
Message Integration  
Concrete features 
Observable in this 
experiment 
Operational Indicators of 
Message Integration 
Logo Yes Yes 
Corporate colours Yes Yes 
Same theme line Yes Yes 
Consistent message Yes Yes 
Common images or graphics or characters Yes Yes 
Common tone Yes Yes 
Consistent personality Yes Yes 




Independent Variable 2 = Strategic integration 
 
Abstract Construct 
Strategic integration is also called planning integration, employing the cooperative efforts of all 
marketing communication disciplines to the same strategic purpose.  
⇓ 
Conceptual Definition 
Strategic integration performs both a coordination and directional role. It brings together all parts of the 
communication mix to maximize efficiency and effectiveness, to achieve marketing strategy and 
contribute to the corporate mission. It also provides a direction to keep all marketing communication 
on target. To do this, strategic integration uses multiple tools to address multiple audiences, at many 
different stages of involvement, using a number of different contact points.  
⇓ 
Operational Indicators 
Strategic Integration  
Concrete features 
Observable in this 
experiment 
Operational Indicators of 
Strategic Integration 
Coordinated strategy Yes Yes 
Common objectives Yes Yes 
Contributes to corporate mission Yes Yes 
Multiple communication disciplines No  
Multiple audiences No  
Shared budgets, measures, outcomes No  
Strong leadership No  
Cross functional teams No  
Multiple contact points No  
(Source: Petrison and Wang 1996, Duncan and Caywood 1996, Lutz 1996) 
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Nine factors identified in the literature as measures of message integration or strategic 
integration were suitable for adoption in this research as they could be identified by 
participants. Internal corporate measures such as shared budgets, measures and 
outcomes, strong leadership, cross functional teams, multiple communication 
disciplines, audiences and contact points could not be evaluated by external 
stakeholders and were unsuitable for this research. The first six factors of integration 
related to message integration (same logo, corporate colours, common theme, same 
message, same images and same personality) and three were measures of strategic 
integration (same objectives, same strategy, same corporate goals).  
 
The nine factors of integration were used to form a checklist for the industry panel to 
ensure that the stimulus material was representative of the nine factors of integration 
and the three levels of variation under study.  All pieces were judged to be totally 
integrated, partially integrated or not integrated at all, according to the operationalized 
indicators of the two independent variables presented in checklist form. 
 
The industry panel comprised six senior marketing communication executives 
(including four former or current Managing Directors), each with more than 15 years 
marketing communication experience. The ratings of the industry panel clearly 
supported the researcher’s interpretation of the levels of integration (no, partial and 
total) in the test material, although it is important to note that the industry panel were 
able to identify message integration more easily and consistently than strategic 
integration.  
 
The same nine factors of integration were also incorporated into the questionnaire and 
participants were asked to rate their perceptions of statements about the nine 
integration factors on a 5-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 
This indicated the respondent’s perceived degree of integration across the pieces of 
marketing communication for the test product, Employ-A-Graduate. 
 
For the experiment, 311 undergraduate students studying a first year advertising unit 
at an Australian university were recruited and randomly assigned to one of the nine 
test groups or the control group. All participants fitted a specific demographic profile 
(Male and female, 18 to 24 year olds, living in Brisbane, Queensland. They are full 
and part time university students who mostly support their studies with paid 
employment. They live at home with family or share accommodation with friends). 
All participants were prospects for the product. 
 
 
RESULTS: WHAT STAKEHOLDERS SEE AS INTEGRATION 
 
The group with total message integration identified the factors of message integration 
more strongly than either of the other two groups. That is, the group whose message 
was considered integrated by the concepts in the literature and the experience of  
industry practitioners was also perceived as the most integrated by participants. This 
is shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Percentage of participants in groups with different levels 
of integration who identified Message Integration Factors 
 
 
An examination of Table 4 indicates that participants in groups with total strategic 
integration do not identify strategic integration factors more strongly than in less 
integrated groups. In fact, the group with no strategic integration scored higher than 
the group with total strategic integration on all three factors.  
 
Table 4: Percentage of participants in groups with different levels 
of integration who identified Strategic Integration Factors 
 







Logo 29 24.7 21.1 12.0 
Colour 59.1 50.0 39.6 32.0 
Theme 36.6 39.0 34.4 24.0 
Message 38.8 33.7 39.6 20.9 
Image 40.9 23.4 26.1 16.7 
Personality 62.3 54.8 48.8 25.0 
Objectives 61.3 51.0 52.7 30.8 
Strategy 47.4 38.7 45.6 34.6 
Goal 74.2 60.6 68.4 25.0 
 
To determine whether any of the interaction or main effects of strategic and message 
integration on the dependent variable, integration factors were significant, a series of 
3 (no, partial or total message integration) by 3 (no, partial and total strategic 
integration) ANOVA were performed.  
 
For the first integration factor, same logo, results indicated that neither the interaction 
(F (df = 4,267) = .71, p = .59) nor the main effect of strategic integration (F (df = 
2,267) = .14, p = .87) were significant. The effect size for both of these was small 
(interaction .01 and strategic .00) and the power weak (interaction .23 and strategic 
.07). However, the second main effect of message integration (F (df = 2,267) = 8.18, p 
= .00) was significant. A large effect size (.06) and a strong power (.96) were 
observed. 
Post hoc analysis using Tukey’s HSD test identified that in terms of logo, there were 
significant differences between the total message (M = 3.38) integration group and the 
no message (M = 3.00) integration group (p = .00) and the partial message (M = 3.12) 







Logo 16.1 20.2 38.3 12.0 
Colour 38.7 46.2 63.8 32.0 
Theme 26.6 40.0 43.6 24.0 
Message 36.2 38.9 36.8 20.9 
Image 17.2 29.7 43.1 16.7 
Personality 52.1 54.5 58.9 25.0 
Objectives 55.4 46.2 63.2 30.8 
Strategy 37.7 42.9 51.1 34.6 
Goal 63.8 68.9 70.6 25.0 
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integration group (p = .02). There was no significant difference in the means between 
the no message integration group and the partial message integration group (p = .41). 
 
For the second integration factor, corporate colours, results indicated that the 
interaction (F (df = 4,269) = 1.53, p = .19) was not significant; the main effect of 
strategic integration (F (df = 2,269) = 2.55, p = .08) approached significance; while 
the other main effect of message integration (F (df = 2,269) = 6.75, p = .00) was 
significant. The effect sizes for interaction (.02) and strategic (.02) were small and the 
power medium (interaction .47 and strategic .51). A large effect size (.05) and a 
strong power (.92) were observed for message integration. 
 
There was a significant difference in the means between the total message (M = 3.69) 
integration group and the no message (3.32) integration group (p = .00) and the total 
message (M = 3.69) integration group and the partial message (M = 3.41) integration 
group (p = .02). There was no significant difference in the means between the no 
message integration group and the partial message integration group (p = .72). 
 
For the third integration factor, same theme, results indicated that neither the 
interaction (F (df = 4,269) = 1.13, p = .34) nor the main effects (message integration: 
F (df = 2,269) = 2.01, p = .14; strategic integration: F (df = 2,269) = 1.22, p = .30) 
were significant. The effect sizes were small (interaction .02, message .02 and 
strategic .01) and the power was weak (interaction .35, message .41 and strategic .26). 
 
For the fourth integration factor, same message, results indicated that neither the 
interaction (F (df = 4,270) = .69, p = .60) nor the main effects (message integration: F 
(df = 2,270) = .15, p = .86; strategic integration: F (df = 2,270) = .03, p = .97) were 
significant. The effect sizes were small (interaction .01, message .00 and strategic .00) 
and the power was weak (interaction .22, message .07 and strategic .05). 
 
For the fifth integration factor, same image, results indicated that both the interaction 
(F (df = 4,270) = 3.77, p = .01) and the main effects (message integration: F (df = 
2,270) = 14.24, p = .00; strategic integration: F (df = 2,270) = 2.84, p = .06) were 
significant. The effect sizes were small (interaction .05, message .10 and strategic 
.02). The power was strong for both interaction (.89) and message (1.0) and medium 
for strategic (.55). 
 
A significant difference was found in the means between the total message (M = 3.40) 
integration group and the no message (M = 2.82) integration group (p = .00) and the 
total message (M = 3.40) integration group and the partial message (M = 3.13) 
integration group (p = .05). There is also a significant difference in the means between 
the no message integration group and the partial message integration group (p = .02). 
In addition, a significant interaction effect was also found for the integration factor, 
image. 
 
For the sixth integration factor, same personality, results indicated that neither the 
interaction (F (df = 4,270) = 1.90, p = .11) nor the main effects (message integration: 
F (df = 2,270) = .76, p = .47; strategic integration: F (df = 2,270) = 1.97, p = .14) were 
significant. The effects size were small (interaction .03, message .01 and strategic .01) 
and the power was medium in interaction (.57) and strategic (.41) and weak in 
message (.18). 
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For the seventh integration factor, same objectives, results indicated that neither the 
interaction (F (df = 4,269) = .55, p = .71) nor the main effects (message integration: F 
(df = 2,269) = .49, p = .62; strategic integration: F (df = 2,269) = .42, p = .66) were 
significant. The effect sizes were small (interaction .01, message .00 and strategic .00) 
and the power was weak (interaction .18, message .13 and strategic .12). 
 
For the eighth integration factor, same strategy, results indicated that neither the 
interaction (F (df = 4,269) = .87, p = .48) nor the main effects (message integration: F 
(df = 2,269) = 1.30, p = .27; strategic integration: F (df = 2,269) = .56, p = .57) were 
significant. The effect sizes were small (interaction .01, message .01 and strategic .00) 
and the power was weak (interaction .28, message .28 and strategic .14). 
 
For the ninth and final integration factor, corporate goals, results indicated that neither 
the interaction (F (df = 4,270) = .31, p = .87) nor the main effects (message 
integration: F (df = 2,270) = .00, p = 1.00; strategic integration: F (df = 2,270) = 1.02, 
p = .36) were significant. The effect sizes were small (interaction .01, message .00 
and strategic .01) and the power was weak (interaction .12, message .05 and strategic 
.23). 
 
In summary, findings show that participants in the total strategic integration group 
were unable to identify the three factors of strategic integration any more strongly 
than participants in any other group. This may or may not reflect a difference in 
opinion of what constitutes strategic integration between the literature, the industry 
experts and consumers. What it does demonstrate is that factors such as objectives, 
strategies and corporate goals are harder to recognise than more tangible symbols 
such as logo or corporate colours. This was evident even amongst experienced 
marketing communication practitioners on the industry panel.  
 
For two of the factors of message integration, corporate colours and image, the 
difference in the means of the total, partial and no strategic integration group 
approached significance. Interestingly, the identification of image was greater in 
groups with no strategic integration than in groups with total strategic integration, 
leaving us to ponder whether strategy sometimes gets in the way of image. It also 
supports the assumptions in the literature that integration can be both a strategy and a 
tactic. 
 
It is also important to note that five of the nine factors of strategic integration 
identified in the literature were internal measures, not suitable for use in this 
experiment, which took a consumer focus. Perhaps strategic integration is more 
obvious within the organization’s structure and operation than through its marketing 
communication. This would support the literature, which describes integration as a 
management process. 
 
In terms of message integration, the total message integration group clearly identified 
the integration factors of logo, corporate colours and image more strongly and 
significantly different to either the partial integration or no integration groups. They 
were able to recognise the marketing communication as integrated through these 
factors. 
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Logo, corporate colours and image are the most visual and easy-to-recognise of the 
six message integration factors. The other three factors (theme, message and 
personality) are perhaps more difficult to recognize or require repetition and learning. 
This finding also raises the point that consumers can identify the tactics (message 
integration), but not the strategy (strategic integration). Finally, an interaction effect 
was observed for the integration factor of image, suggesting that the effect of image 





Is what the literature says about integration, the same as what consumers see?  
The literature identified integration through nine factors of message integration and 
strategic integration, which were operationalized in the research. Marketing 
communication experts could identify these nine factors, although their recognition of 
strategic integration factors was less consistent. Participants, however, could only 
identify three of these factors – all of which related to message integration. 
 
The groups with total message integration identified message integration factors such 
as logo, corporate colours and image. There was a significant difference in the means 
of the total message integration group, the partial message integration group and the 
no message integration group on these three factors. This is essentially confirmation 
that, in terms of message integration, the groups were indeed integrated at different 
levels. By contrast, the groups with total strategic integration were unable to identify 
any strategic integration factors such as common objectives, same strategy and 
consistent corporate goals. As discussed earlier, these factors are more difficult to 
operationalize, hard to identify and require training and experience. 
 
Are we any closer to knowing what integration is?  
While the principle of integration involves bringing the different parts of marketing 
communication together into a whole, integration as a process is not explained or 
understood (Pickton and Hartley, 1998). Indeed, the literature shows many different 
interpretations of the concept of integration – from the coordination of the marketing 
communication disciplines to the pre-requisites of message integration and strategic 
integration.  This research operated from the premise that integration was comprised 
of strategic integration and message integration. Regardless of whether this was 
coordinated by one marketing communication manager, the strategy and the message 
needed to be consistent for integration to occur. 
 
However, if the broader interpretation of integration as coordination was applied, then 
even the treatment conditions with no message integration and no strategic integration 
could still be considered to be coordinated in the total IMC program, if they were 
coordinated by a single marketing communication manager, if there was consensual 
agreement across the discipline areas, shared budgets and performance measures. 
 
While there is agreement that a universal definition of IMC needs to be adopted, the 
issue of exactly what integration is also needs to be resolved so that writers in the area 
can proceed from a common conceptual premise. 
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Integration is the way organisations manage the flow of marketing 
communication and the way it enters and is organised in the stakeholders’ 
minds. From the organisations’ point of view, it is a task of coordination, an 
embodiment of the corporate mission and a test of organisational efficiency 
and accountability. It is both a strategy and a tactic and spans a continuum 
from dysfunction to synergy. Through the stakeholders’ eyes, it is a naturally 
occurring process of perception, repetition and brand learning. 
 
 
LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH  
 
This study relied upon the factors presented in the literature in order to define the 
constructs of message integration and strategic integration. While the construct of 
message integration is not new and builds on decades of advertising and corporate 
identity work, strategic integration is a new and poorly defined concept. Such a new 
area of research suffers from construct development and this may have impacted upon 
this study. 
 
In addition, the experimental design eliminated the possibility of unplanned messages, 
which often play an important role in IMC, and reduced the contact opportunities to 
the print medium only. Although these were deliberate exclusions justified in the 
experimental design, they discount the impact of multimedia exposure, repetition and 
brand learning. 
 
One possibility for further research would be to include learning in the research 
design. Would the inclusion of repetition increase the identification of other 
integration factors – even the strategic integration factors? 
 
It would be also interesting to see whether the use of “one voice” communication 
would make a difference to message identification. The marketing communication 
test pieces were designed to replicate a realistic IMC campaign, using consistent voice 
communication and playing on the strengths of each of the marketing communication 
disciplines. If, for example, all marketing communication pieces bore the same 
headline, regardless of whether it was publicity or direct response piece, would 





This study is an attempt to understand integration – what it is and how it works from a 
consumer’s perspective. Many of the shared assumptions in the literature have been 
supported by the findings of this study. Integration has been demonstrated to be both a 
strategy and a tactic. The strategic side is part of a management process and is unable 
to be observed by consumers from the marketing communication output. Consumers 
can, however, identify the tactics and are able to recall a number of integration factors 
such as logo, corporate colours and image.  
 
Consumers in the total message integration groups perceived the messages they 
received as more integrated than those in partial integration or no integration groups. 
This also supports the concept from the literature of integration as a continuum, with 
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consumers perceiving different levels of factor identification between no, partial and 
total integration points.  
 
Finally, this study supports the notion that integration is not just a strategic 
management process, but an active and ongoing happening in the consumer’s mind. 
This makes what the consumers see, just as important as what the literature says or 
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